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REMARKS 



In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner asserts that the specification is silent 
with respect to a "complete caller communication." The Examiner indicates that it is "it 
is not fully clear ... how this is to be properly interpreted." [Examiner's Answer at 8] 

To the contrary, as the Applicant has pointed out in the Appeal Brief, a complete 
caller communication is described clearly and repeatedly in the specification, which 
refers to voice mail and to voice mail messages. The specification distinguishes real- 
time voice communication from voice mail based communication. As such, it would be 
clear to one of skill in the art that a "complete caller communication" includes a voice 
mail message. The phrase "complete caller communication" is a more precise way to 
refer to a voice mail message and as such more clearly defines the claims, and 
therefore is a preferably way to recite the claimed subject matter. 

Because the term "message" is used in the art a variety of contexts, and to more 
clearly distinguish real-time voice communication (e.g. a single packet of real-time voice 
communication is clearly not a complete caller communication, but a packet is 
sometimes referred to as a message), the term "complete caller communication" is a 
preferable way to make this clear. Ignoring this plain language distinction, the Examiner 
applies real-time streaming of voice communication to the claims at issue. In particular, 
embodiments in which remote access to a complete caller communication is disclosed 
by streaming data over a network while it is being played back is clearly distinct from the 
present claims in which transmission of a complete caller communication occurs after 
recording and before playback. By reciting that a complete caller communication is 
completely received prior to playback (e.g. as opposed to a single packet of voice), this 
distinction is made clear. 

Conceptually, a complete caller communication is well supported by the 
specification and would be clearly understood by one of skill in the art at the time of the 
invention. In fact, later in the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that Gordon 
discloses a complete caller communication by indicating that "Gordon explicitly 
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discloses that a complete call (emphasis added) or messaging is performed prior to 
transmission ..." [Examiner's Answer at 10] 

The Examiner asserts that "Applicant contends Gordon fails to disclose 
"transmission of voice messages over a network" rather "messages are confined to a 
central repository." [Examiner's Answer at 9] 

The Examiner misstates the Applicant and takes the Applicant's arguments in the 
Appeal Brief out of context. The Applicant noted that there are multiple embodiments 
disclosed in Gordon and in some of those embodiments messages are recorded and 
played back from a central repository. These embodiments of Gordon transmit real- 
time voice over a network (to record and to play back), but do not transmit a complete 
caller communication after recording and before playback, as recited in the claims. The 
portions of the specification cited by the Examiner in support of the statement above 
relate to real-time voice communication (and not transmission of voice messages after 
recording and before playback), or to other embodiments of Gordon related to remote 
message retrieval (which are discussed in other portions of the Appeal Brief). 

The Examiner asserts that "Applicant further contends that Gordon fails to 
disclose "transmission of voice messages responsive to the sender of the message" 
and then cites to portions of Gordon. [Examiner's Answer at 9] 

The Examiner refers to disclosure in Gordon in which an alert notifies a recipient 
of a message, which may then trigger a retrieval of that message. Such a mechanism 
does not disclose the recited feature of transmission responsive to the sender of the 
message. In Gordon, the message is only transmitted after the equipment of the 
receiver calls in and requests transmission of the message. Thus the transmission of 
the message over the network is dependent upon the recipient of the message 
requesting transmission of that message. 

The Examiner asserts that "Applicant further contends "Messages are not 
'pushed' over a network based on the actions of the caller, or the sender of the 
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message. This contention is moot, as the subject claims fail to require any messaging 
being 'pushed' over the network." [Examiner's Answer at 9] 

To the contrary, this discussion is clearly related to the previous discussion of the 
claim language that recites transmission of voice messages responsive to the sender of 
the message. The Applicant makes clear in section E. of the Appeal Brief the notion 
that the claims require transmission responsive to the sender and this is described as 
being "pushed" over the network. That is, unlike embodiments of Gordon, the claims of 
the present application recite a "push" mechanism in which messages are transmitted 
responsive to the sender. In Summary, the Examiner has failed to show any disclosure 
in Gordon in which complete caller communications are recorded, then transmitted over 
a network responsive to the sender, then played back to the recipient, and these 
elements are all recited in the claims. [See H. Claims Appendix, independent claims 1 
and 4] 
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